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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee 
set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. 
Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, 
and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the 
previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 14. 
Applicant's submission filed on 11 June 2008 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicants amended independent claims 1 and 4. Claims 10-31 were 
canceled. All pending claims 1-9 were examined in this non-final office action 
following a request for continued examination. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, filed 1 1 June 2008, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-8 under 35 USC 102 and claim 9 under 35 USC 103(a) 
have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has 
been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of Okada alone or in combination with Inoue as 
supported by obviousness rationale in view of the Supreme Court decision KSR 
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International Co. v. Teleflex Inc. Regarding claim 1 amendment, please see new 
grounds of rejection in light of KSR rationale. Inoue's purchase management 
system provides pathways to subsequent approvers. Regarding claim 9, Okada 
teaches this feature. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action 
can be found in a prior Office action. 

1. Claims 1-3 and 5-9 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Okada (US 6,910,018). 

Okada teaches a purchase request approval system, method, and computer 
program product (see at least abstract; Fig. 1; Figs. 2-4; col. 1, line 5-col. 2, 
Iine14). Okada further teaches: 

• Regarding claim 1 . logging an approver into an application used to make 
item requests; approver logs into application used to make items to 
approve item requests (see at least Fig. 9; col. 4, lines 40-64; col. 10, lines 
43-57; col. 1 0, line 52-col. 1 1 , line 3; col. 1 9, lines 47-54). 

• Regarding claim 1 . Okada teaches all the above as noted under the 
103(a) rejection and teaches displaying a view containing a set of item 
requests to the approver by one of a plurality of requesters (see at least 
Fig. 24; Fig. 25; col. 19, line 54-col. 20, line 8; col. 20, line 8-27. It would 
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have been obvious to try, by one of ordinary skill in the art at time the 
invention was made, to incorporate into a view the set of item requests 
including a plurality of item requests from a plurality of requesters and 
incorporate it into the system of Okada since there are a finite number of 
identified, predictable potential solutions to the recognized need and one 
of ordinary skill in the art could have pursued the known potential solutions 
with a reasonable expectation of success. Obviousness under 35 USC 
1 03 in view of the Supreme Court decision KSR International Co. vs. 
Teleflex Inc. 

• Regarding claim 1 . receiving an approval determination for at least one of 
the set of item requests from the approver; (see at least Fig. 8; Figs 25 & 
26; col. 20, line 9-col. 21 , line 21 ). 

• Regarding claim 1 . Okada teaches and suggests all the above as noted 
under the 103(a) rejection and teaches i) viewing one or more items from 
a requester and simultaneously approving the one or more items in a view 
(see at least Fig. 25; col. 20, line 8-27, ii) and updating an approver list 
corresponding to the at least one of the set of item requests based on the 
approval determination, list updated (see at least col. 20, lines 28-54). 
Okada further teaches and suggests viewing a plurality of items from a 
plurality of requesters in a view as noted above under the 103(a) rejection. 
It would have been obvious to try, by one of ordinary skill in the art at time 
the invention was made, to permit from the approver simultaneous 
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approval to the plurality of items in a view and incorporate it into the 
system of Okada since there are a finite number of identified, predictable 
potential solutions to the recognized need and one of ordinary skill in the 
art could have pursued the known potential solutions with a reasonable 
expectation of success. Obviousness under 35 USC 1 03 in view of the 
Supreme Court decision KSR International Co. vs. Teleflex Inc. 
Okada further teaches and suggests: 

• Regarding claim 2. receiving comments from the approver based on 
the approval determination. Comments based on approval 
determination (see at least Fig. 8 ("A reply for purchase-requested 
article"). 

• Regarding claim 3. displaying an informational message to the 
approver, prior to receiving the approval determination. Comments 
sent by requester (see at least Fig. 7 ("Please approve purchase 
request"). 

• Regarding claim 5. verifying an authorization of the approver to make 
the approval determination. System determines requester vs. approver 
as noted above (see at least col. 4, lines 40-64) 

• Regarding claim 6. communicating a result message to a reguestor 
based on the approval determination. Approval or rejection message is 
sent by approval system as noted above pertaining to Fig. 7 &8. 
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• Regarding claim 7. updating an approval status corresponding to the at 
least one item reguest, wherein the approval status is selected from 
the group consisting of approved, rejected and pending, "wait for 
approval", approved, rejected (see at least col. 12; lines 54-60; col. 20, 
lines 26-27, 48). 

• Regarding claim 8. wherein the approval determination is selected 
from the group consisting of approved and rejected. As noted above. 

• Regarding claim 9. lists status of a requests (e.g. registered, waiting for 
approval, approved, rejection). See at least col. 12, lines 40-60. Note 
interpretation: displaying a list of approvers having approved requests 
and approvers who have yet to approve any requests. 

• shopping cart , (see at least Fig. 13; Fig. 17; col. 11, lines 54-63). 

2. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Okada 
(US 6,910,018) in view of Inoue (US 2002/0059122). 

Okada teaches all the above as noted under the 103(a) rejection and teaches 
approvers assigned to requesters and further teaches aspects of claim 4: 
i) communicating an approval message to the approver prior to the logging step, 
wherein the approval message informs the approver of the at least one item 
reguest reguiring approval; after approver logs into the system the system 
displays a list or pending requests as noted above (see at least Fig. 24) (note 
interpretation: approval message is available prior to logging into the system) and 
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ii) using e-mail communications between approver and requestor. Although 
Okada does not mention automatically determining the approver and a 
subsequent approver based on an item in the item request and forwarding the 
approval message to a subsequent approver in the approver list after the 
updating step. Inoue teaches a system for purchase management that 
determines, based on the item, the approval path (also referred to as layers) 
comprising one or more approvers. See at least abstract; 0038; 0059- 0061 . One 
of ordinary skill in the art at time the invention was made would have recognized 
that applying the known techniques of Inoue to support multiple business layers 
of approval as determined by the item would have yielded predictable results and 
resulted in an improved system. It would have been recognized that applying the 
techniques of Inoue to the teachings of Okada using e-mail communications to 
approvers would have yielded predictable results because the level of ordinary 
skill in the art demonstrated by the references applied shows the ability to 
incorporate such data processing features into similar systems. Obviousness 
under 35 USC 103 in view of the Supreme Court decision KSR International Co. 
vs. Teleflex Inc. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Robert M. Pond whose telephone number is 
571-272-6760. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM-5:30PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Mr. Jeff Smith can be reached on 571-272-6763. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Robert M. Pond/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3625 

August 1 1 , 2008 



